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On a recent visit to Western Europe I had the chance to observe a number o f
Neolithic sites such as, Stonehenge, Avebury, Salisbury Hill, Newgrange, etc.. I noticed
there were parallels which could be drawn between their construction, astronomical
alignments, and proximity to other similar sites. The question I am proposing for this
research is as follows: does the archaeological evidence discovered at these sites
corroborate the hypothesis o f a single culture o f megalith monument builders, or does the
evidence suggest these monuments were created by multiple cultures? Although
megalith sites, including stone circles, standing stones, and barrows are found all over
Western Europe, I am focusing my research on the archaeological evidence found at the
two Neolithic Megalith sites, Stonehenge (England) and Newgrange (Ireland). My goal is
to get a better understanding o f archaeology and history by examining the archaeological
evidence at these two sites and by using this information to either support or disprove the
hypothesis that these sites were built by a single culture.
Both Stonehenge and Newgrange are relatively well known; as a result, there are
many publications about the theoretical and sometimes mystical histories o f each. By
participating in research o f this kind I hope to gain a better understanding o f the
difference between historic conjecture (myth) and archaeological supported theories.
Considering no written literature survives from the third millennium BC about
Stonehenge and Newgrange, this study is qualitative and comparative, based on library
research in the fields o f archaeology, history, and the publications o f people who have
worked at each o f these sites. The project is qualitative, in that I do not look at all o f the
megalith sites, but instead focus on just the archaeological evidence provided at the two
sites. My research is also comparative in that I look for parallels in the two sites; e.g.,

dimensions, component features, artifacts. I examine the possibilities that the
monuments were built by either a single ancient culture group or more than one ancient
culture group. For example, if a single culture built both these sites, then
archaeologically, we would expect to find similar settlement patterns, site locations,
orientations of monuments, sizes and measurements, and burials. If, on the other hand,
each site represents the work of different cultures then we would expect to find that these
two Neolithic Megalithic sites differed in the characteristics mentioned.
I begin by listing the publications on these two sites starting^ nitial works and
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progressing to the current^ From this I move to a description of each site as they would
have appeared when originally built, and I then move to the excavation of these sites and
the artifacts produced by such excavations. Finally, I tie these together in my discussion
section.
Publications
There are a number of antiquarians who have studied and written on Stonehenge
and Newgrange, and an effort to give an exhaustive look at all of these writers would
predicate an entire paper in and of itself, so I instead start with the first written accounts
of each place and then proceed to some of today’s recognized authorities on the subject.
It is from these writers that I elicit the majority of my information.

Newgrange
Newgrange differs from Stonehenge in that it was hidden from scholars for
thousands of years, so though we have many writings on this site, they are still not as
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numerous as those o f Stonehenge. However, Newgrange does have, as part o f it's written
historic assemblage, mythologies as well as studious archaeological works.
Michael J. O’Kelly mentions in Newgrange: Archaeology, Art, and Legend that
the first written documents on Newgrange maybe partly mythological (p 25). He tells o f
two Norse annals in the ninth century AD, the Annals o f Ulster (862 AD) and the Annals
o f the Four Masters (861 AD), which list two o f Newgrange’s sister sites or “caves.”
These caves, Dowth and Knowth, are both identifiable by historic Irish names; however,
the third site, the one questionably referring to Newgrange, is not called by any o f the
Irish names which are traditionally known to refer to it, but is called instead the cave o f
AchadhAldai. The Irish names usually attributed to Newgrange,1 are related to Oengus,
who was the son o f the chief god o f the pre-Celtic pantheon. In an attempt to relate the
annals mentioning o f Achadh Aldai to Newgrange some have presupposed that, because
Alda and Oengus both belonged to the Tuatha De, a race o f beings who possessed
supernatural powers, these sites are one and the same.
However O’Kelly, an authority on Newgrange, feels that relating Achadh Aldai to
Newgrange is too far o f a stretch and he doubts there is a relation among the two. He
ascertains the annals contain little ambiguity in references to other sites, and due to
Oengus’ position in the local mythic hierarchy, it is unlikely that he would be usurped by
a less substantial Alda. So though there is the possibility o f an early Norse mentioning o f
Newgrange, it is best if we look somewhere else for a definitive first mention o f the Irish
site.

1Brug Oengusa, Brug Maic ind Oc, or Sid in Broga.

The first indisputable written account of Newgrange is in a letter written by
Edward Lhwyd in 1699. This is the year Newgrange made its debut into historic records,
when a landowner, Charles Campbell, discovered the entrance to the tomb. Lhwyd, a
traveling scholar was in the area at the time of the discovery and documented all he saw
in letters he wrote to his friends (O’Kelly, 1982 p.24). His accounts of the cave \\J gtg
mainly aesthetic and architectural in content, while the next record we have from Sir
Thomas Molyneux in 1726 makes mention of two dead bodies in the cave. Following
these two, Sir Thomas Pownall in 1773 suggested the concept that some of the decorated
stones inside the cave had been transferred from older sites to this one. After these initial
U©

antiquarians and the introduction of a protection act, there were many investigators that
followed putting forth various new theories and information.
The Ancient Monuments Protection Act passed Newgrange in State care in 1822
under the direction of Thomas Newenham Deane. Although Deane did minor
excavations for the Board, the major excavators who followed were Praeger and
Macalister in 1928, S.P.O. Riordain in 1954, and of course O’Kelly from 1962 to 1975.

Stonehenge
Stonehenge has maintained a prominent place in the written history of Britain;
nevertheless, like Newgrange, it^f first written account is also in question. Sometime in
the mid first century BC the historian Diodorus Siculus wrote a piece entitled History. In
the fifth book of this work he refers to an island, not smaller than Sicily, in the ocean,
positioned under the constellation of the Bear. It is said that the Leto, the mother of
Apollo, was born on this island. Diodorus describes a sacred enclosure and a
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magnificent round temple on this island dedicated to him. For those who have seen
Stonehenge, it is easy to understand how some antiquarians could link this reference o f a
sacred round temple dedicated to the sun to that o f the famous stone circle. Even so, like
the earlier case o f Newgrange, we must look to a more recent writing for a conclusive
first citing.
In researching the history o f Stonehenge, I turned to the modem scholar
Christopher Chippindale. I found that my access to some o f the earlier publication was
limited due to their rarity. However, Chippindale’s work Stonehenge Complete has won
the British Archaeological Book Award, as well as, presenting a fairly thorough historic
work on the subject, so it is with this that I present my written history o f Stonehenge.
The first written mention o f Stonehenge by name in 1130, is from an archdeacon,
Henry Huntington, who was commissioned to write a history o f England by the bishop,
Alexander o f Blois. This is followed closely in 1136 with Geoffrey o f Monmouth’s
History o f the Kings o f Britain. In this version a mystical account o f the building o f
Stonehenge captures the imagination o f an English society. Geoffrey accounts a history
in which Merlin the Magician transports the stones from Mount Killaraus in Ireland and
sets them down in England around the year 485. Though this tale enchanted the
populace, many scholars disputed the mystical origins. In 1534 an Italian, Polydore
Vergil, claimed that this account was a lie orchestrated to exalt the English above the
Romans and Macedonians. But if not from magic, how did these heavy stones end up at
their current site? One theory put forth by John Rastell had the stones cast and made
from a mold. There were many other theories which followed, including one which

derived from the encouragement o f King James I, who instructed his architect Inigo
Jones to research the history o f Stonehenge. Though Jones was unable to finish his
inquires, his executor John Webb published The Most Notable Antiquity o f Great Britain,
Vulgarly called Stoneheng, on Salisbury Plain in 1655, which made Stonehenge out to be
a temple built by the Romans. It was around this time that the excavation o f Stonehenge
began. John Aubrey worked at the site o f Stonehenge and, though his work was not
published until the twentieth century, a young doctor, William Stukeley, saw his work
and became a Stonehenge enthusiast. Stukeley completed detailed work at Stonehenge;
unfortunately, he infused a theological addition when it came to publishing his findings,
and in 1740 in Stonehenge, a Temple restor’d to the British Druids, there was a new
theory to Stonehenge. He was, however, the first antiquarian to make a proficient case
for the astronomical alignments. The list o f antiquarians who did work concerning
Stonehenge is vast, but a few o f the more prominent names associated with the area are
Col. Hawley o f the Society o f Antiquarians, who did work excavations required by the
Office o f Works, Richard Atkinson o f the Ashmolean Museum who’s documentation o f
the stages o f Stonehenge sets the structure for today’s scholars, and most recently
Chippindale who has become the most recent o f these scholars on Stonehenge.

Description of Sites

Though I was at each o f these sites, I am basing my description and
measurements for this paper on previously published works from well renowned scholars2

2 There is a legend that the stones came from a remote part o f Africa and were they were transported and set

associated with each site. For Newgrange I am referring again to O’Kelly and for the
majority of Stonehenge, Atkinson. These two men are generally accepted as the
authorities on each of their sites and their description and measurements seem to be
ubiquitously accepted by archaeologist. Both of these sites have had reconstruction work
done on them, but as this, for the most part, does not intersect with my research topic,
unless otherwise specified I only describe the sites as they were meant to look like by the
builders. This is, of course, according to what we believe from the archeological
research. In this section I also list the dates, as this will make the construction stages of
the Stonehenge more comprehensible. Radiocarbon dating is the primary method used in
determining the date of each of these sites, and as this procedure is today well known, I
will not delineate the process further. For Stonehenge, although radiocarbon dating is the
principle source of specific dates; it is coupled with stratigraphic methods and the
understanding of the sequencing of the stages, which allows the archaeologists to
estimate dates for stages where

the C14 is not as thorough.

Newgrange
Newgrange is thought to have been constructed around 4,500 years ago. This age
is arrived at by a C l4 dating on charcoal from the putty used in caulking the slabs of rock
in the roof of the passage, which produced the date of 2475 BC with a variable of 40
years. There is also another C14 dating on the vegetation from a turf in the covering
mound which produced a date of 2530 BC with a 60 year variable. Taking these two

up when the Giants lived there. (Chippindale p.22)
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dates into consideration an estimated date for the building of Newgrange is set around
2500 BC.
N

Figure A
Newgrange

Knowing that Newgrange was not rediscovered until 1699, one might ask the
question, how can a site like this stay hidden for so long a time? The location of
jL

Newgrange has a lot to do with its clandestine history. The Irish structure (figure ft} is
located just north of Dublin in the Boyne Valley in County Meath. It is about one mile
north of the River Boyne, on the highest point of a long ridge, sixty-one meters above sea
level. The mound itself measures an average of eighty-two meters in diameter (78.6m
NW-SE and 85.3m NE-SW) and an average of eleven meters in height (10.9m south side
and 13.4m on the north side). Ninety-seven contiguous stones laid lengthwise surround
the base or “kerb”. These stones range in length from 1,7m to 4.5m and have an average
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height 1.2m above ground level. On the south side (entrance) a revetment consisting o f
white quartz stones and round boulders compounded o f doleritic/gabbroic composition,3
has been constructed which rises three meters above the curb. The mound or “cairn” is
made up o f water-rolled stones averaging 15-22cm in size interspersed with layers o f
turves. Inside this mound lies a tomb passage opening in the Southeast and running SENW. The passage is 18.95 m long, and has twenty-two upright standing stones, or
orthostats, lining the West (left) side and twenty-one on the east side. These orthostats
have an average height o f 1.5m above the ground; however there is considerable
variation. Those closest to the chamber are two meters or more above ground level and
comprise the tallest o f these structures. The roof o f this passage is a construction o f
massive slabs, which are laid transversely, and resting either on the tops o f the orthostats
at each side o f the passage or on corbels supported by the orthostats. The roof rises as it
approaches the chamber and at its entrance is 3.6m high. The innermost part o f the
chamber has three sub-compartments constructed in a cruciform shape. This part o f the
chamber measures 5.25m from its entrance in the South to the back o f the foremost
northern wall and 6.55m from the westernmost to easternmost walls. One o f the passage
tomb’s more notable features is the roof box located over the entrance. This box allows
the rays o f the sun to shine through and light up the chamber on the winter solstice. This
box is ninety centimeters in height, one meter wide, and 1.2 meters from front to back.
The passage was initially closed o ff by a capstone and one meter o f caim material, but
now the stone lays just to the right o f the entranceway. The interpretation o f the artwork
on this capstone is the subject o f much debate (figure 2).

w

3 R. M. Cleary
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Along with the capstone, another controversial item at Newgrange is the
uncompleted circle o f standing stones which surround the mound (Figure A). These
stones, as proposed by the evidence o f excavation, are said to date to around 2000 BC.
This circle is not concentric with that o f the kerb. It consists o f twelve stones widely and
irregularly spaced which are distanced between seven and seventeen meters from the
kerb. These are not the only feature to be found outside the tomb.
Excavation has revealed a number o f smaller sites surrounding the main structure.
One such enigma is the oval setting o f 607 water rolled quartz pebbles, 103 granite
boulders, and 612 fragments o f quarried angular quartz arranged in a mound 4m by 3.4m
and about 50cm in height. This is located directly to the right o f the entrance. These oval
mounds have been found at other similar sites in the area. A satellite tomb known as site
Z was also found in the immediate vicinity. It is similar in structure to that o f the larger
passage tomb but is only twenty meters in diameter.
Also found in this general vicinity is an arc o f multiple pits which runs NE-SW
which was discovered on the eastern side o f the mound. These pits were dug in an
organized pattern o f three concentric arcs positioned between the kerb and site Z. The
pits were up to 1.5 m in depth, and the evidence shows that these holes were filled in
quickly after they were dug. Thrown in with the filling dirt were flints, animal bones,
charcoal, and potsherds. Though the arcs lie outside the available excavated area, if these
arcs were to form a circle, it would be approximately seventy-six meters in diameter for
the inner arch and eighty-two meters for the outer arch. C14 dating on the remains o f
these pits have a mean date o f around 2000 BC. These pits are contemporary with a
group o f hearths which have been discovered around the site suggesting an occupation

some five hundred years after the original construction. The hearths, as well as the pits
are outside an area where some o f the cairn had slipped o ff the top o f the mound, so it is
believed that this cairn slippage happened before the occupation.
West o f the tomb entrance are the remnants o f a hut foundation, evident by a
foundation trench and postholes, also present is an assemblage o f artifacts, which exhibit
a hut that was 4.2m N-S and 3.2m E-W. This hut is stratigraphically believed to be
contemporary with the building o f the main tomb (O’K elly,1982 p76). In this same
region o f the site a curious bank was discovered which paralleled the kerb, starting at an
eight meter distance and graduating to an average distance o f five meters. This is a low
bank consisting o f yellow boulder clay with a mean width o f 5.5m and 60cm in height. It
was constructed after the hut and seems to be o f the same period as the occupation.

Stonehenge
Stonehenge has gone through many changes since its initial genesis, and the
majority o f scholars dealing with the stages o f development have categorized these into
four stages, with stage ID containing three additional sub-categories. As described
earlier, I am using the most notable account and perhaps the most knowledgeable
account o f these stages as put forth by Atkinson. However, although I use Atkinson’s
stages o f development, a more accurate technique o f C14 dating has been developed
since the one Atkinson had access to. Therefore, for dating the chronology o f
Stonehenge I am using those dates supplied by Chippindale, which are likewise based on
a combination o f the sequence o f stages as put forth by Atkinson and a more accurate
method o f radiocarbon dating.

Figure B
Stonehenge I (c.3100 to c.2300 BC)
This stage is comprised o f the Heel Stone, the ditch, the bank and the Aubrey
Holes, together with the two stone holes in the entrance, the post holes on the causeway
and near the Heel Stone.
The ditch, seen in the foreground o f figure 3, is the outer circle, which makes up
the outside boundary o f the site; at its maximum excavated depth it is seven feet deep. It
is believed by Atkinson that the ditch has no symbolic importance and is only there as a
result o f the creation o f the bank. The bank is a circular earthwork and with an average
diameter o f 320 ft. Currently it has a width o f twenty feet and a maximum height o f two
feet; however, taking the size o f the ditch into account it is estimated that original height
o f the bank was at least six feet.
The Aubrey Holes o f stage I have garnered the most speculation. There are fiftysix o f them forming a circle 288 ft in diameter, just in side the bank. These holes are
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spaced approximately sixteen feet apart and consist of circular pits ranging from thirty to
seventy inches in width and twenty-four to forty-five inches in depth.
The Entrance way is a thirty-five foot gap in the bank. Within this gap there are
numerous circular holes thought to have held wooden posts about a foot in diameter.
There are also two holes closer to the inside of the bank, which held two stones. Atkinson
believes these to be some sort of pillars to the entrance way (append i-x A, holes D and E)
The Heel Stone is a twenty foot sarsen stone standing sixteen feet high, with a
maximum thickness of eight feet. The Heel Stone is located outside the Bank and inline
with the entranceway. It sits behind four more postholes, which are about sixty-five feet
away from the entrance. The purpose of these holes is unknown, but they average three
feet in diameter and four feet in depth.

Figure C
Stonehenge II (c. 2150 to 2000 BC)
Associated with this stage of development are the eighty-two bluestones. Made
of spotted dolerite they are arranged in a horseshoe configuration of a double row, the
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Avenue which projects out o f the North East side, the ditch which surrounds the Heel
Stone, and the two stone-holes on the avenue. In this stage there are two sets o f holes dug
in a horseshoe shape. Known as the Q and R holes and nicknamed the “dumb-bells,”
because o f their shape, they held bluestones and are assumed to have been intended as
circles. Had these stone circles been completed, they would have consisted o f thirtyeight pairs o f bluestones comprising dual concentric circles with diameters o f seventyfour feet and eighty-six feet. These seventy-six stones are accompanied by flanking
stones at the entrance to the circles. The dumb-bells in line with stones 31 and 49 (see
App. A) are not the average six feet in length like the rest o f the holes, but instead are
seventeen feet and have adjoining holes, which are eleven feet. This indicates that there
are two extra stones in the former and one extra stone inn the latter. This makes a total
o f eighty-two stones, seventy-six incorporated into the circles, and six employed as
w
flanking stones. These holes, conversely, were filled in before the beginning o f the next
phase o f building,
The Avenue is a set o f low parallel banks that extend from the entranceway.
Inside the banks, the Avenue is forty feet wide, and from the outer ditches, it is seventyfive feet wide. It is thought to be a processional way that continues to Stonehenge
Bottom. Along with this addition the Axis o f Stonehenge4 was altered, by filling in some
o f the ditch, to align it more with the actual direction o f the sun during the winter and
summer solstice.
Another element o f this stage is the Heel Stone Ditch, which is a ditch
surrounding the stone dug twelve feet away from the it’s base. The ditch is thought to
w
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have been symbolic and was filled rather quickly after it was dug. Furthermore, in the
Avenue, close to Heel Stone, and associated with this stage also, there are two stoneholes known as holes B and C. The reason for these holes is not known, but it is believed
that they belong to this stage o f construction or the next.

Stage m constitutes the picturesque Stonehenge that has become so popular. It is
in this phase that the sarsen circle and great trilithons are introduced. The stage is broken
up into three sub-categories, which mostly pertain to the reorganization o f the bluestones
in the latter two o f these categories.

Figure D
Stonehenge Ilia (c.2100 to 2000 BC)
This stage sets the beginning for the Stonehenge most know today. In it are the
addition o f the four station stones positioned around the inner embankment, the slaughter4

4 An imaginary line that runs through the center on the monument.
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stone which held a position at the entrance to the embankment, the Sarsen Circle which
surrounds the inner sanctum, and the great uprights known as the Sarsen Trilithons
What is commonly referred to as the Four Station Stones, are actually two Station
Stones and two Barrows.5 Station Stones 91 and 93 (figure 6) are sarsen stones. 91 is
untooled and about nine feet long, whereas 93 has tooling on it's north and south side and
is only four feet in height.67The two Barrows also contained stones at one time, as
evinced by holes in each barrow. Each is encircled by a small ditch and a low bank. The
symmetry o f these stones to one another as well as the relationship to the Axis leaves
little doubt that they are related.
In line with this Axis there is also the Slaughter Stone. This is a sarsen stone,
consisting o f natural sandstone it shows signs o f some tooling. It is twenty-one feet long,
seven feet wide, and three feet thick. Due to the discovery o f hole E, which is
symmetrical with the Slaughter Stone in relation to the Axis, it is commonly assumed
that there was a pair o f these stones which created a gateway to the site.
The more commonly known stones, and the ones most people relate to when they
think o f Stonehenge, make up the next part o f this stage. These are the sarsen stones, and
they comprise the Saracen Circle and the horseshoe o f Sarsen Trilithons. The former
was originally a contiguous outer circle consisting o f thirty upright stones surmounted
with thirty lintel stones (figure 4). These upright stones weigh an average o f twenty-six
tons with some o f the bigger ones weighing around fifty tons. They average eighteen
feet in length, four to five feet underground and a little more than thirteen feet above.

\^gf/

5 Atkinson believes the term Barrow is misapplied to these two as neither have had a central mound, (p i8)
6 stone 93 stands erect and 91 has fallen.
7 A term applied to these by William Stukeley in reference to the Greek words three and stone
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The tops o f the stones have an average taper o f five inches with the nicer o f the two sides
facing inward making up a circle 97-1/3ft. in diameter. The stones are placed half a
stone width apart making their distance about 10.5 ft. from center to center. The spacing
in-between the stones compensate for the variation in stone size. The entrance to this
circle is marked by a one foot addition to stones 1 and 30, with the adjoining spaces
between stones 29 and 30 and between 1 and 2, diminished accordingly. The lintels
average 10.5 ft. in length, 3.5 ft. in width, and 2.5 ft. in thickness. They have been
curved in order to form the circle that surrounds this site, and are mounted using morticeand-tenon joints. This form o f mounting is evident by the two projecting knobs on each
upright, usually round, 6 in. in diameter and 3 in. high. Each knob supporting the end o f
two lintels, which in turn have a corresponding hole, at each end to receive the knobs.
\^ /

The lintels are also secured to each other via a tongue and grove method o f joining.
Inside o f this Sarsen Circle is the Horseshoe o f Sarsen Trilithons, which is made
up o f five huge trilithons arranged in a horseshoe pattern opening to the northeast side
(figure 5). The heights o f the trilithons vary consecutively, increasing from the outer
trilithons to the inner or center trilithon. When built the first and fifth trilithon (the
outermost) were twenty feet high, the second and fourth were 21.5 ft. high, while the
Third and centermost trilithon was twenty-four feet high. The burial depths o f these
trilithons ranges from four feet for the first and fifth trilithons, to almost eight feet for the
third trilithon. They are also tapered, curved, and held together using the same method as
the outer circle.
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Figure E
Stonehenge m b (c.2000 to c. 1550 BC)
As I mentioned, these last two stages involve the rearranging o f the bluestones.
This particular phase o f development sees the bluestones orchestrated into an oval shape
as well as the augmentation o f the Y and Z holes which most believe also relate to the
bluestones.
The dress bluestones were arranged in an oval configuration o f twenty stones with
two o f the bluestones acting as lintels. This configuration was set inside the sarsen
horseshoe. It is believed that these dressed bluestones originally came from the eightytwo bluestones used in stage II, and that the corresponding Y and Z holes were dug to
hold the stones remaining from the original eighty-two.(Chippindale p271).
These holes, known as Y and Z, are a set o f two irregularly shaped circles o f
holes. The range between these holes and the distance from the out sarsen circle are both
erratic. The average distance o f the Z holes from the outer circle is twelve feet as
compared to that o f the Y holes which is thirty-six feet; however the divergence from this
W
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mean can be as much as eight feet in places. Their number is equal the sarsen circle.
w
The holes average 6 ft. by 4 ft. with the long ends conforming to the circumference o f the
outer circle. The average depth o f the Z holes is 41 in. while the Y holes average 36in.

W
Figure F
Stonehenge Die ( c. 1550 to c. 1100 BC)
This stage sees the bluestones dichotomized into two groups. The first group is
arranged into a circle outside the sarsen trilithons, while the second is situated into the
shape o f a horseshoe inside the trilithons. This stage also sees the addition o f the Alter
Stone.
The bluestones were structured into a circle outside o f the trilithons and inside o f
the sarsen circle. The circle has a more varied mean than the rest o f the circles at
Stonehenge. It is unsymmetrical and the stones are spaced erratically. Atkinson has
placed the number o f stones to be about fifty-seven and believes the diameter o f the
circle they display to be seventy-five feet.
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The bluestones rearranged into a horseshoe design are set a few feet inside the
W
sarsen horseshoe. The bluestone horseshoe had nineteen pillars set 5 .5 ft. from center to
center, with the inside diameter forming a 39.5 ft. circumference o f a semi-circle. These
uprights, like the sarsens, increase in size from the outside o f the horseshoe, with stones
at 6ft. 2in., to the central stone, which stood eight foot. tall. There were at least two
lintels in this construction, and due to the dressing o f the Alter stone it is also added to
this stage.
This Alter Stone is the largest o f the foreign stones at Stonehenge. It is sixteen
feet long, 3.5 ft wide, and 1.75 ft. deep. It stood upright within the horseshoe, but,
because o f the way it fell, its exact location is still debated.

Stonehenge IV (c. 1100 BC)
This stage has been added to the construction o f Stonehenge, although it is not a
development o f the site itself, but o f the Avenue o f Stonehenge, which was extend at a
later date from Stonehenge Bottom to the River Avon, assuming a winding route o f more
level land.

Artifacts
The styles o f excavation on these two site vary dramatically. For Newgrange
most o f the excavation took place after the development o f new archaeology. This is
contrary to the majority o f excavation which took place at Stonehenge, and as a result o f
this, the evidence we have from the former is a great deal more detailed and scientific
than that o f the latter. Another hindrance for an archaeological comparison such as this is
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that the excavation o f Stonehenge was performed with the main objective focusing on the
W

development o f the stages and how each stage was performed, while at Newgrange the
artifacts and encompassing evidence o f habitation were taken into account. With this in
mind I w ill describe some o f the finds and artifacts found at each site.
Newgrange
O’Kelly began excavation in 1962 and continued every summer up through 1975.
His findings range from human remains to the existence o f an extensive occupation
around the passage tomb. The discovery o f human remains is well documented by
O’Kelly, consequently for this paper I only list the basics and then refer the reader to this
work for a more in-depth description o f all the remains.8
The burnt bones and the unbumt bones, i.e., those that were cremated and those
that were not, separate the human remains found at the site o f Newgrange. The tomb
contained at the very least the evidence o f five persons, two unbumt and three burnt. The
unbumt bones come from two adult skeletons, one larger than the other. All o f the pieces
were small, and there were no full bones or complete skeletons. The corresponding
absence o f some skeletal parts prompts the possibility that some o f the material had been
removed, prior to the excavation. Records from an earlier excavator make mention o f a
clearing away o f the rocks; therefore, putting forth the possibility that the burnt material
o f human remains may also have been removed. What remained were 2,200 fragments
o f burnt bones, making a total weight o f 1«05 Ig.
Studies o f teeth in the tomb also confirmed two individuals. These studies
suggested the age o f the first individual at death to be approximately twenty-five to
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thirty-five years old, and the second to be about thirty to forty years old. In spite o f this,
neither o f the teeth can definitely be connected to any o f the skeletons fragments inside.
A skeleton was found on the exterior East side o f the main tomb. The body was
laying flat on its back. Because it was discovered by ploughing, which had in turn
destroyed the upper parts o f the pit, it is impossible to tell the stratification o f the original
burial. Therefore, the stage o f the monument associated with its death is unknown.
However, the individual is thought to have been around thirty years in age.
Another aspect to the excavation is the discovery o f pottery. Rose M. Cleary
wrote a definitive report o f the ceramic assemblage, and it is from this report that I am
gathering my information. The fragments o f two hundred vessels were found at this site
in the form o f 3,600 potsherds. There were five main concentrations which were
associated around and with the hearths o f the later occupation. The radiocarbon dates for
the puts this ceramic assemblage range from 1925 BC plus or minus ninety years, to 2100
BC plus or minus forty years.
In an attempt to classify these shards they were arranged into seventy groups
based on decorative techniques, texture, surface finish, color, hardness, temper, thickness
porosity, fracture pattern, and provenance o f the location o f excavation. These categories
were then classified according to a previous system o f similar categories like the Beaker
pottery, o f D. L. Clark. These resulted in the fifteen groupings o f All-over-omamented
(AOO), Bell Beaker (E), W essex/ Middle Rhine (W/MR), North British/ Middle Rhine
(N/MR), Cordoned Beaker, Rusticated ware, Undecorated ware, Flat-Based bucket
shaped ware, Riled and Lug-ornamented ware, Beaker influenced ware, Thick coarse8

8 O ’Kelly, Michael J. New grange, Co. Meath, Ireland: The Late N eolithic/Beaker Period Settlement.

domesticated ware, Bowl form, Grooved forms, Coarse domestic Beaker-associated
ware, and M iscellaneous elements.
There was also an effort to assess the firing conditions and the use o f each
individual piece o f pottery. If the piece had carbonaceous matter on the surface it was
identified as being a cooking pot.
Cleary believes that, though the people o f the occupation were making new styles
o f pottery, they were also making the original styles and using original materials and
techniques. Her conclusions are that there were three different techniques used in the
manufacturing o f the pottery like pinching up into shape, coil construction, and turning at
the base. These techniques along with firing conditions, which were the same rapid fire
high temperature techniques used in the area prior to this occupation, showed that,
though new shapes and decorative motifs were adopted they were made with
W
manufacturing techniques that had already been in use. The materials used for the pots
as shown by a petrological analysis o f the temper denotes that the pieces are o f local
origin.
Another addition to Newgrange is the artwork, which has been part o f its
enticement for the public. The ornamentation on the entrance stone (the m otif o f the
conjoined triple spiral) is perhaps the most notable o f these (fig. 1). Irish passage grave
art is generally grouped into the ten different categories: circles, spirals, arcs,
serpentiforms, dot-in-circles, zigzags or chevrons, lozenges, radials or star-shapes,
parallel lines, and offsets or comb-devices. O f these, the first five are circular in nature,
and the last five are rectilinear. At Newgrange lozenge and zigzags have the most
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representations, with circles coming in second; however the most prominent, though few
in number, are the spirals similar to the designs on the entrance stone.

Stonehenge
As previously mentioned the excavations at Stonehenge, due to the state o f
archaeology at the time o f many o f its excavations, does not have the attention paid to the
details o f each artifact in the way that Newgrange does. However, there are some
artifactual documentations to be looked at.
The human remains at Stonehenge have been found mainly in conjunction with
the Aubrey Holes and the Ditch. In the former o f these, the remains o f cremated bones
from twenty-five humans were found, some in a compact mass, and others mingled with
the fill-in material. O f these remains some were found in the primary filling; however,
more were part o f a later disturbance. The human remains o f thirty individuals were also
found in the silting o f the ditch, as well as within the ditch and underneath it. O f those
found in the ditch, one was found on the floor o f the ditch and is believed to be
contemporary with its digging. The rest o f the remains were found in the middle and
higher levels. These are believed to date within a couple o f centuries o f the digging,
which would put them still in the Neolithic period. I have found record o f one excavated
prehistoric skeleton found by Atkinson and JG. Evans in 1978. They discovered the
skeleton o f a young man who had been shot in the back with an arrow. This skeleton was
buried in the Beaker period.
Beaker period pottery was found at the base o f Heel Stone. It was also found in a
middle layer o f the ditch with the first signs o f bluestone chips, which places these

fragments of pottery with stage II of development. There was also some found in one of
the Q holes, but this was in the refilling material and Atkinson believes that this was
lying around on in the surface soil for a century or so.
The artwork on the stones dating back to Neolithic times is that of ax carvings
and hilted daggers (figure 7). There is also a design of sub-rectangular in pattern
described as a shield- escutcheon, and similar smaller designs of the like. Artwork was
not a major part of the construction of the monument and if not by chance would never
have been discovered.
Discussion

The focus of this paper is not to show who built these two sites, a fact for which
there is currently no answer, but instead to demonstrate their similarities and differences
in an attempt to indicating whether these two monuments were built by the same group
of people or a different group. By focusing the research on-th(Se specifically on these two
sites I have looked for similar site locations, sizes and measurements, orientations of
monuments, settlement patterns, and burials. The research has shown that the two sites
have many parallelisms, but also have many differences.
In looking at the archaeological evidence we see that Newgrange and the
temporary building, i.e., the hut, were built around 2500 BC. Around this same time the
first stage of Stonehenge was constructed. The two consecutive stages of Stonehenge
were built around the time of the occupation at Newgrange. So it is evident that each site
shows similar time frames of activity.
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The size of each of these sites, however differ. From the published information
available, it is not possible to tell the exact measurements, such as an English inch,
which were used. Nevertheless the inside structure of Stonehenge, or the Aubrey Holes,
is 288 feet in diameter where the diameter of the Newgrange kerb is roughly 269 feet
(see figures A and B) Unlike today where one can see a strip mall with the same
dimensions on every comer, at this time two circular monuments with a difference of
only nineteen feet in size could suggest some correlation. The fact that both of these
constructions were large and circular does not show they are connected, but it is one
po$vlol«.

aistinet-connection.
The stones which make up these mammoth structures also create an interesting
similitude. The bluestone of Stonehenge and the Kerb stones of Newgrange both consist
of a doleritic composite. Though dolerite is indigenous to Ireland and Britain, the amount
of these types of stones used are not in the general vicinity and had to be transported to
each site. This suggests that this specific composite of stone had a particular meaning
and henceforth was used for a specific reason.
Though both of the sites were constructed of similar stones arranged in a circle,
those at Newgrange which surrounded the site were laid on their side length wise, while
the stones at Stonehenge were not part of the encompassing structure till a later date were
set upright. However the inside of the passage tomb stones or the orthostats were set
upright and rose in height from the outside to the inside to the centermost part like those
of Stonehenge. This creates another parallelism that cannot be overlooked.
Though the published description of Stonehenge and Newgrange does not include
the surrounding sites, their proximity to other such sacred sites is a similarity which
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suggests that the actual location of each was in an area considered by the inhabitants to
be highly sacred. The orientation of each of these sites to the winter solstice has perhaps
been their most notable connection, as well as being the focal point for speculation about
their connection. That the winter solstice played some important role in the construction
of each site is an undeniable fact. The roof box on Newgrange that allows the sun to
shine through an opening on only one day of the year, i.e., the winter solstice, leaves little
doubt. Furthermore, the Axis of Stonehenge, and subsequently the structures therein,
also align with this solstice in mind.9 This analogous aspect is valuable in understanding
one possible reason , or application of these monuments in that the winter solstice, to a
subsistence oriented culture, must o f represented the end of harvesting season and the
beginning of the death of the land, that is, winter. It also was the beginning of the
reawakening period that would soon follow in the spring. Possible these correlations
show a similar belief in an after life.
We can assume that Newgrange and Stonehenge served similar purposes in this
regard, in that burials at each site were predominant in their construction. However, the
burials at the Stonehenge were in the forms of human cremations buried in with the dirt
in the ground. Contrary to this, at Newgrange the human remains incorporated both
cremations and partial bodies both of which were not commingled with dirt in the ground
like the those of Stonehenge.
There is also evidence at Newgrange from around 2000 BC that shows this site
was an inhabited area. For this culture, called the Beaker culture, Newgrange was a
9The Axis of Stonehenge lines up with the summer and winter solstice, but it is my opinion that the
monument’s focus is the winter. The Avenue leads up to the entrance of the stones which opens to the
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place to live and work. If these sites were built by the same people and for similar
reasons then we would see some sort of occupation at Stonehenge where Beaker
potsherds have been found. However this is not the case and there is no evidence of an
occupation at Stonehenge. Concurrently the pits of Newgrange dating to this time are
arranged in a circle which might be thought to reflect similar pits at Stonehenge; however
they are not concentric with the main site, or even a medial point, like at Stonehenge, and
because they contain artifact debris they seem to serve a separate purpose than those at
Stonehenge.
There are two main differences which se t/Newgrange and Stonehenge apart. The
first is the artwork presented at each site. The ornamentations at both monuments is of a
different nature and shows two different concepts of art. Those of Newgrange are
designs that show an abstract understanding of art referring to figure 2 it is obvious that
the circles on the entrance stone maintain some conceptual symbolic understanding.
Contrary to this the artwork found on the stones of Stonehenge, i.e. that of axes, (figure
7) were of an objective nature. This variance in art indicates a different cognitive
understanding or at least a different application of a belief system in relation to these
monuments.
The second major difference in the these sites is the technology in their
construction. If these two sites were built by the same group of people then in would
stand to reason that they would incorporate similar construction technologies. The corbel
roofs and caulking of the roofs, of Newgrange show a completely different concept of
building than the mortice-and-tenon joints of Stonehenge. One explanation for this could
summer solstice, and I do not believe that a procession would walk up with their backs to the object of their
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be that as the culture changed the technology shifted from that o f Newgrange into the
techniques used at Stonehenge. I think this is unlikely in that mortice-and-tenon joints o f
Stonehenge are examples o f techniques usually associated with woodworking. The
evidence o f wooden poles there at one time suggests that they were used to working with
wood and then adapted their techniques to be applicable to stone. Contrary to this at
Newgrange the use o f the corbel roofs and caulking suggest that the culture who built this
had some experience with stone and if they were to progress their techniques I find it
unlikely that they would revert back to carpenter techniques. Furthermore it is generally
accepted that Newgrange is older than the beginning o f Stonehenge; however, if we are
to take the current dates for the genesis o f each site which suggest that they are
contemporary in their construction, then it is hard to imagine that a people who could
align a monument that only let the sun shine in on one day o f the year would have trouble
aligning the ditch o f Stonehenge which is apparent by its realigning which occurred
centuries later.
How are we to explain the similarities each bear to one another, and yet have still
maintain so many apparent differences. I believe the key to solving the original question,
whether there was one group o f people or multiple groups involved in the construction o f
Stonehenge and Newgrange lies in the Beaker Pottery. Cleary’s assessment o f the
pottery concluding that they were made with technology and materials that was
indigenous to the area, along with an argument by Burgess in The Age o f Stonehenge that
they were not accompanied with any kind o f social system, i.e., burials or rituals,
settlement patterns, or any other evidence than simply the pottery, indicates the beaker

adoration. Also the increase in height o f the center trilithons toward the winter solstice suggest the same.

pottery to be a phenomena o f influence rather than an migration o f a new culture as once
believed. Possibly presumably due to trade
With this example o f influence among the different cultures it is evident that they
had contact and shared ideas. I believe the monuments were also the product o f similarly
shared idea. These monuments, like the beaker ware pottery, share a similar culture or
rather set o f beliefs; however they are from two unique sets o f groups, each one adding
its own twist on the beliefs. Visiting these two sites would be similar to an archaeologist
4000 years in the future visiting a catholic church in New England, then one in M exico,
and finally Ethiopian catholic church. All three would have some amazing similarities,
like the ones presented in this paper; however the technology for enacting the similarities
would be different.

Conclusion
Neither Stonehenge or Newgrange have been completely excavated. This
coupled with the problem o f the past Stonehenge archaeological record previously
discussed has left many gaps in our knowledge about the history o f these people and their
beliefs. The difficulties I faced in this research pertain to trying to confine my research to
that o f just these two sites. Much o f what we do know about the regional culture has
been obtained from other sites in the same locale. However that was not the main
objective o f this research.
This paper is an attempt to show, using only Stonehenge and Newgrange, that the
similarities are the result o f cultural influence from one culture to another, It is believed
by the author that there were two separate cultures which had similar ideologies. This
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ideology was a common religious b elief that each o f the cultures shared. These beliefs
consisted o f the use o f a circle, the reverence for the dead, indigenous stones, and the
winter solstice. The purpose o f this paper is not to speculate on the meanings o f these
beliefs, but instead to show that they existed, and that the consequences o f these beliefs
were Newgrange and Stonehenge. I also believe that the ideologies were a result o f
influence or possibly exchange between two cultures.
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